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FARM-OPERATOK  FA.ILY  LEVEL -OF -LIVING  INDEXES,   BY  STATES,   19  $0  to  195k  * 

Farm-operator   family  level-of -living  indexes  have  previously  been 
prepared  for  counties  on  the  basis  of  census  data  which  are  available 
quinquennially.  1/     The  indexes  for  States  and  geographic  divisions  pub- 
lished in  this  bulletin  are  on  an  annual  basis  but  are  comparable  with 
those  published  earlier.     They  utilize  similar  data  which  were  available 
by  States  and  geographic  divisions,   but  not  for  counties, .  for  the  years 
after  1950.      . 

The  index  of  level  of  living  of  farm-operator  families  in  the  United 
States  in  195k  was  3k  percent  above  the  index  for  19k5,   according  to  com- 
pilations of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service.     With  19k5  used  as  a  base 
of  100,   the  average  county  in  the  United  States  had  an  index  of  75  in  1930, 
of  79  in  19k0,    of  122  in  1950,   and  of  13k  in  195k.     The  increase  in  this 
measure  of  level  of  living  of  farm-operator  families  betxreen  19k0  and  195k 
was  70  percent.     The  gain  was  at  a  slightly  more  rapid  rate  in  the  19kO-k5 
period;    however,    substantial  increases  were  made  in  the  5-year  period 
following  World  War  II'.     The  rate  of  increase  has  slackened  off  somewhat 
since  1950.     This  continued  increase  in  the  level  of. living  of  farm- 
operator  families  in  the  United  States  is  but  a  part  of  the  increase  in 
the  level  of  living  experienced  by  American  families  generally. 

These  farm  level -of-living  indexes  do  not  attempt  to  measure  rela- 
tive standards  of  living  as  between  farm  and  nonfarm  families,   but  do 
measure  differences  among  sections  of  the  country  and  over  periods  of  tine. 
Available  information  clearly  indicates  that  the  purchasing  power  of  farm 
families  on  the  average  in  195k  was  still  considerably  less  than  that  of 
the  nonfarm  family  despite  substantial  increases  in  the  level  of  living  of 
farm -operator  families. 
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Items  on  which  these  farm-operator  family  level-of-living  indexes 
are  based  are:      (l)  percentage  of  farms  with  electricity;    (2)  percentage 
of  farms  with  telephones;   (3)  percentage  of  farms  with  automobiles;   and  (k) 
average  value  of  products  sold  or  traded  in  the  preceding  calendar  year  .._,:- 

(adjusted  for  changes  in  purchasing  power  of  the   farmer's  dollar).     Data  on  r 
these  items  were  combined  into  indexes  by  methods  explained  in  the 
appendix  of  the  publication  cited  in  footnote  l/.     The  indexes  do  not  cover 
all  goods,    services,   and  other  satisfactions  that  make  up  the  level  of 
living  of  families,   but  studies  have  shown  that  the  various  items  are 


l/    Hagood,   Margaret  Jarman,   Farm-Operator  Family  Level -of -Living  Indexes 
for  Counties  of.  the  United  States,   1930,   19k0,   19U5  and  1950 » 
Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics,   Washington,    Dc   C.     May  1952. 


#       Prepared  by  Janet  R.   Stanton,   Social  Scientist,   Farm  Population  and 
Rural  Life  Branch,   Division  of  Agricultural  Economics. 
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closely  associated^,  ztBbr  example,   farmhouses  with  electricity  are  more 
likely  to  have  other- household  facilities  and  conveniences  than  those  with- 
out .electricity.    vFarms  with  high  gross  incomes  are  obviously  likely  to 
have  more  income  available  for  family  living  expenditures  than  farms,  with 
low  gross  incomes.     And  farm  families  that  are  automobile  owners  are  more 
likely  than  nonoraiers  to  be  able  to  take  advantage,  of  services  that , are 
v1  ;  away  from  the.  farm.  -  health  facilities,  libraries,    recreation,'--7 and; others. 
-    -■■-'"       '  ''  ,.'Vj->  :'•■  rv>v''      '  l "."   -  '  -    ':  ~  or   rd.  v-^    J 
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-.?  Changes  in  Farm-Operator  Level  of  Living  Since  195Q'--  ." 

The  19 50-19 SU  indexes  show  a  continuation  of  the  upward  trend  for 
farm-operator  level  of  living  -  a  trend  that  has  persisted  since  1930,   the 
first  year  for  which  the  indexes  are  available.     During  19^0-50,    a  period  of 
marked  changes  in  American  agriculture,   the  index  increased  rapidly.     The 
rate  of  increase  has  slackened  since  1950  but  not  at  the  same  rate  for  all 
regions.     The  index  for  the  country  as  a  whole  rose  from  122  in  1950  to  13h  . 
in  195k,   an  increase  of  some  10  percent.     Although  each  year  shared  in  this 
increase,   the  largest  change  came  between  1951  and  1952.     The  Northeast  and 
North  Central  regions  show  the  smallest . percentage "in crease,   but  have  a 
high  ranking  on  the  index  (fig.  1).     The  South'  continues  to  make  the  great- 
est gain,  but, still  ranks  lowest  on  the  index.     The  West,   which  ranks 
highest  on  the  index,    shows  only  moderate  gains-. 

Northeast  Region  ;<.•-.  Is  J   '•" 

.  >■: The 'Northeas^, -"region  is'  outranked  only  by'  the' West.     Both  geographic, 
div^sio.ns  that  mike  up  the  Northeast  region,   New" England  and  Middle  Atlantic, 
hold  identical  ranking0     Their  index  increased  h  percent  from  152  in  1950  to 
158,  ih  195k.     About  half  of  the  increase  for  both  divisions  came  between 
1951  and  1952.  .  .:     „;        •" -. 

North  Central  Region 

This  region  ranks  high  on  the  index,    just  below  the  Northeast 
region.     But  oercentagewise  it  has  shown  a  greater  increase  since  1950. 
Its  two  component  divisions,   Easii  North  Central  and  West  North  Central, 
increased,    respectively,    from  lU8  and  lk7  in  1950  to  1J>6  and  159  in  195k. 
For  the  East  North  Central  division,   almost  half  of  this  increase  came 
between  195l  and  1952  s   whereas  the  largest  increase  for  .the  West  North 
Central  division  fell  between  1950  and  1951.  .  .    •;     fI    >^-'?'' 


The  South 

Although  the  South  continues  to  rank  lowest  on  the  farm-operator 
family  level-of-living  index,   the  three  geographic  divisions  included  in 
the  region  continue  to  show  the  greatest  percentagewise  increase  in  the 


-  li- 
en-tire nation  (fig.  2).     The  South  Atlantic  division  juitped  from  90  in  19$0 
to  106  in  195U,   an  increase  of  18  percent.     The  East  South  Central  rose 
21  percent,    from  Jk  to  90,   and  the  West  South  Central  increased  12  percent, 
from  106  to  121P     Almost  60  percent  of  this  increase  came  between  1951  and 
1952. 


The  West 

This  region  has  always  ranked  highest  on  the  index,  primarily  because 
of  the  high  index  ranking  of  the  Pacific  division.     The  other  geographic 
division,  the  Mountain  division,   has  continuously  ranked  below  the  Northeast 
and  North  Central  regions  and  their  divisions  taken  individually,  but  the 
high  rank  of  the  Pacific  division  has  been  enough  to  offset  this  on  a 
regional  basis.     The  Mountain  division  increased  by  some  8  percent,   from  138 
in  19S0  to  1U8  in  195iu     The  Pacific  rose  from  160  in  1950  to  171  in  I$$U, 
an  increase  of  7  percent.     In  both  years  the  regional  index  was  almost  30 
percent  higher  than  the  national  average  index. 


Factors  Associated  With  Rise  in  Farm  Family  Living  1950-195U 

In  the  period  since  19U0,   there  have  been  marked  changes  in  American 
agriculture  and  some  of  these  have  affected  the  level  of  living  of  farm 
families*     The  number  cf  farms  decreased  by  about  15  percent.     It  would  be 
expected  that  with  substantial  decreases  in  number  of  farms  the  level  of 
living  would  rise  for  the  remaining  farm  operators  in  the  areas.     There  are 
two  reasons   for  this:     First,  if  those  who  left  were  not  replaced  and  the 
remaining  farmers  took  over  the  land,  the  agricultural  resources  would  be 
shared  by  a  smaller  number  of  operators,   thus  increasing  the  average  net 
returns  from  farming,   which  in  turn  would  bring  about  an  increase  in  level 
of  living;   second,   if  the  unreplaced  farm-operator  families  come  dispropor- 
tionately from  the  "below-average"  in  income  and  level  of  living,   the 
reduction  in  such  families  would  tend  to  raise  the  average  level  of  living 
of  the  remaining  farm  operators  even  though  they  did  not  take  over  the 
agricultural  resources  of  the  others.  2/ 

From  1950  to  195U,   every  item  contributed  to  an  increase  in  the 
index.     The  increase  in  percentage  of  farms  with  electricity  continued  to 
be  most  important  in  raising  the  index.     As  in  the  19U5-50  period,    the 
increase  in  telephones  ranked  second  in  raising  the  index.     Changes  in  the 
index  due  to  an  increase  in  percentage  of  farms  with  automobiles  were  very 
small.     The  value  of  sales  (adjusted  for  prices  farmers  pay),   which  ranked 
second  in  the  19UO-U5  period,  had  only  a  slight  effect  in  changing  the 
index  in  the  1950-5U  period.     An  increase  of  10  percent  or  more  on  the 


2/    For  an  exploration  of  the  relationship  between  the  change  in  number  of 
farms  and  in  farm-operator  levels  of  living,    see  Ibid. ,   p.    3. 
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index  for  the  1950-5U  period  was  shown  by  Missouri,   South  Dakota,  Nebraska, 
Virginia,    West  Virginia,   North  Carolina,   South  Carolina,   Georgia,  Florida, 
Kentucky,  Tennessee,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  Arkansas,  Louisiana,   and  Oklahoma. 
Of  these  Ik  States  all  but  Missouri,  Nebraska,   and  South  Dakota  lie  in  the 
Southern  region.     In  every  case  the  increase  in  the  index  was  due  almost 
entirely  to  the  extensive  electrification  which  took  place  during  the  period. 

Even  though  the  index  has  increased  each  year  since  1950,   the  four 
items  varied  in  their  contributions  to  the  increase.     Percentages  of  farms 
with  electricity  and  automobiles  maintained  their  relative  positions  of 
influence  on  the  index;  percentage  of  farms  with  electricity  was  most  Impor- 
tant in  raising  of  the  index  and  percentage  of  farms  with  automobiles  had  an 
almost  insignificant  effect  on  the  increase.     Percentage  of  farms  with  tele- 
phones ranked  second  in  importance  in  the  four  year  period  1950-5U,  but  did 
not  attain  that  position  in  the  year-to-year  change  until  1952-53.     Due  to 
the  decline  in  farm  income,   the  fourth  item,   average  value  of  products  sold 
per  farm  in  the  preceding  calendar  year  (adjusted  for  prices  farmers  pay), 
had  a  negative  influence  on  the  index  in  each  year  since  1950  except  1952 
(1951  income).     The  decline  in  the  value  of  products  sold  (adjusted  for 
prices  farmers  pay)  since  1952,  however,  has  been  great  enough  to  lower  the 
indexes  for  five  States  in  1953,   (Massachusetts,   Delaware,  Montana,  looming, 
and  Nevada),    and  for  6  States  in  195h  (Maine,  Kansas,  Idaho,  Nevada,  Wyoming, 
and  Colorado).     In  addition,   it  moderated  the  increase  for  some  22  other 
States  in  1953  and  18  States  in  195U. 

Nature  of  Long-Time  Trends  in  Level  of  Living  of  Farm-Operator  Families 

An  upward  trend  in  farm-operator  level  of  living  in  all  parts  of  the 
country  is  clearly  indicated  by  the  indexes  for  the  period  1950- 5k 
(table  1).  Even  during  the  1930-UO  decade  of  depression,  of  the  nine. major 
geographic  divisions,  only  the  West  North  Central  had  a  decrease.  In  fact, 
if  the  severe  droughts  and  dust  storms  in  this  area  in  the  mid-1930' s  are 
taken  into  account,  it  is  suprising  that  the  decline  in  this  index  from  107 
to  100  was  not   even  greater. 

In  the  period  1930-iiO,   there  was  an  increase  in  the  index  arising 
from  each  item  used  in  the  index,   with  the  exception  of  the  percentage  of 
farms  with  telephones,   which  dropped  from  3k  to  25  percent.     The  effect  on 
the  index  was  offset,   however,   for  the  country  as  a  whole  by  the  increase 
in  the  percentage  of  farms  with  electricity,  which  increased  from  13  to  33 
percent  in  the  same  period. 

The  World  War  II  period,  19U0  to  19^5,   was  a  time  of  prosperity  for 
the  American  farmers.     It  is  the  only  period  in  which  the  value  of  products 
sold  was  important  in  raising  the  index.     Although  electricity  was  still 
most  important,   its  effect  was  almost  equaled  by  the  increase  in  the  value 
of  products  sold. 

From  19U5  to  1950,   the  increase  in  electrification  continued  to  be 
of  the  greatest  influence  in  raising  the  index.     The  only  significant 
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change  in  this  period  was  that  increase  in  telephones  took  over  the 
second  position.,     Increase  in  electrification  and  in  number  of  telephone? 
continued  to  be  of  first  and  second  importance  in  raising  the  level  of 
living  index  during  1950-51.     But  a  drop  in  value  of  products  sold  (after 
adjustment   for  prices  farmers  pay)   in  the  last  two  years  of  this  period, 
modified  the  increase  for  some  States, 


3/ 

Methodological  Note 


Data  Used  in  Computing  the  Farm-Operator  Family  Level -of-Living  Indexes  by 
States  on  an  Annual  Basis 


Data  were  available  on  an  annual   basis  for  three  of  the  four  items 
included  in  the  index,   namely,    (1)  percentage  of  farms  with  electricity; 
(2)  percentage  of  farms  with  telephones;    and  (3)   average  value  of  products 
sold  or  traded  in  the  preceding  calendar  year.     The   first  item,   percentage 
of  farms  with  electricity,   is  based  on  data  published  by  the  Rural  Electri- 
fication Administration  on  the  number  and  percentage  of  farms  receiving 
central   station  electricity.     These  figures  were  adjusted  to  include  the 
percentage  of  farms  using  home  plant  electricity,    estimates  for  vhich  were 
obtained  from  unpublished  sample   surveys  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service.     The  second  item,   percentage  of  farms  with  telephones,    is  based 
on  data  from  a  similar  unpublished  sample    survey  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service.     The  third  item,    average  value  of  products   sold;   was 
obtained  by  adjusting  data  oublished  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
to  make  it  comparable  with  the  census  data  used  in  the  earlier  indexes » 
The  fourth  item,  percentage  of  farms  with  automobiles^  was  not  available 
on  an  annual  basis.     But  data  on  the  number  of  automobiles  on  farms  were 
available,   and  projections   were  made  on  the  basis  of  their  annual  percent- 
age change.     All  four  items  x^ere  adjusted  where  necessary  to  make  them 
comparable  with  the  census  data  utilized  in  the  earlier  indexes,   and  then 
combined  into  the  new  annual  indexes.     The  indexes  thus  obtained  for 
States  and  geographic  divisions  were  then  adjusted  for  comparability  with 
the  earlier  average  county  indexes  of   farm-operator  family  level  of  living. 


3/     For  technical  aspects  of   the  method  used  in  construction  of  the  index, 
see  Ibid. ,   p.    7U« 
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Table  1  .  -Average  county  index  of  farm>-operator  family  level  -of -living 
for  the  United  States,  geographic  divisions  and  States, -19 30,. 


191*0,  19l*5,  1950, 

1951, 

1952,   1! 

?53,   and  1951*; 

(U.   S. 

county 

average 

for  19I** 

equals- 

loo) 

-.  1  ■  ■-  ■■ 

State  and  geographic  t 

• 

,      1  -  /" 
• 

•                                           « 

■»                       ,* 

% 

•    •  I.. 

division               t 

1951*  : 

1953 

%     1952 

:     1951    : 

1950 

:     191*5 

.:  191*0 

:   1930 

Maine 

139 

llil 

138 

136 

136 

116 

98 

95 

New  Hampshire 

157 

156 

1ft 

151 

1SL 

137 

115 

105 

Vermont 

153 

152 

151 

150 

i5o 

126 

107 

101 

Massachusetts 

16U 

162 

163 

159 

158 

150 

128 

120 

Rhode  Island 

171* 

17U 

173 

168 

166 

160 

138 

lilt 

Connecticut 

186 

181 

181 

176 

175 

170. 

•     138 

117 

New  England 

157 

157 

155 

153 

152 

137 

116 

107- 

New  York 

166 

16* 

163 

160 

160 

11*5 

120 

105" 

New  Jersey     " 

182 

178 

177 

173 

172 

172 

138 

120 

Pennsylvania 

li*7 

1U6 

HUi 

iia 

11*0 

122 

102 

88 

Middle  Atlantic 

159 

1*7 

1*5 

152 

1*2 

139 

111* 

100 

Ohio 

156 

1ft 

1*2 

11*8 

11*8 

131* 

113 

102 

Indiana 

157 

155 

153 

150 

11*9 

131* 

111 

100 

Illinois 

166 

161* 

162 

158 

156 

139 

113 

107 

Michigan 

11*2 

Ha 

139 

137 

135 

118 

99 

QU 

Wisconsin 

155 

151* 

153 

li*9 

11*9 

131 

107 

106 

East  North  Central 

156 

1ft 

153 

11*9 

llifl 

131 

109 

100 

Minnesota 

161 

158 

156 

l5ii 

151 

129 

107 

105 

Iowa 

185 

182 

182 

180 

178 

■„■  162 

133 

132 

Missouri 

129 

127 

12l* 

120 

na- 

93 

78 

82 

North  Dakota 

lUli 

1U3 

11*1 

137 

132 

111 

81* 

91* 

South  Dakota 

156 

153 

152 

117 

139 

108 

88 

96 

Nebraska 

171* 

172  ■ 

170 

163 

157 

132 

105 

120 

Kansas 

16U 

165 

161 

158 

152 

135 

101 

115 

West  North  Central 

159 

157 

1*6 

152 

li*7 

126 

100 

107 

Delaware 

167 

161* 

165 

161 

158 

136 

100 

81* 

Maryland 

i5o 

1U8 

1U6 

11*2 

11*0 

120 

91 

77 

Virginia 

lilt 

112 

109 

105 

99 

73 

58 

51 

West  Virginia 

99 

98 

96 

;■;.:  ^ 

87 

66 

% 

51* 

North  Carolina 

96 

93 

89 

1  -  ;:eu   »■ 

-80 

•     ...60 

h$ 

:37 

South  Carolina 

95 

92 

87 

81 

■^r.,76 

S$ 

la 

sJ-<30 

Georgia 

97 

93 

89 

83 

80 

52 

3*N 

3v#30 

Florida 

117 

111 

109 

107 

105 

76 

53 

1*5 

South  Atlantic 

106 

iou 

100 

95 

90 

65 

U9 

1*1 

Kentucky 

101 

98 

96 

90 

86 

61 

1*9 

1*2 

Tennessee 

97 

93 

88 

83 

78 

$0 

36 

35 

Alabama 

77 

75 

71 

67 

61* 

38 

25 

26 

Mississippi 

72 

68 

65 

60 

57 

32 

22 

25 

East  South  Central 

90 

86 

83 

78 

7l* 

U8 

35 

3U 

Arkansas 

81 

■  79- 

,.,  76 

73 

"68 

37 

25 

29 

Louisiana 

105 

102 

96 

.  &d$ 

:«   82, 

•-  ■■-£•■ 

3h 

29 

Oklahoma 

120 

119 

115 

110 

105 

■  n 

62 

61 

Texas 

136 

135 

133 

129 

127 

ss 

76 

68 

West  Soubh  Central 

121 

120 

117 

112 

108 

19 

60 

55 

Continued 
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Table  1    .-Average  county  index  of  farm -operator  family  level  -of-living 
for  the  United  States,   geographic  divisions  and  States,   1930, 
19h0,   19U5,  1950,   1951,  1952,"  1953,  and  19$i*  -  Continued 


(U,   S.   county  average  for  19U5  ecualslCG) 


State  and  geographic  i  j                i  :  s  s  :  : 
division g  195U  i     1953  :  1952  ;     1951  g     1950  :  I9U5  i  19  UP  :  1930 

Montana  llil          139  1^0  132           130  107  83          76 

Idaho  1U9          I 52  l5l  1U6          Ihl  129  100          92 

doming  152         155  153  lUu         llil  12U  101         85 

Colorado  156          160  1$6  l5l          iu9  122  96          87 

New  Mexico  l/ 

Arizona  1/ 

Utah  lia          iiiO  139  13)4          133  106  90          87 

Nevada liij          lUc 1 5  3  lljl           1U2  129  107         108 

Mountain  "  luS           158  IE?  1U0           138  II?  92           6T~ 


Washington 

Oregon 

California 

167 

160 
160 

163 
158 
179 

160 
155 
177 

152 
170 

1* 

150 
170 

1U7 

137 
161 

113 
112 
131 : 

107 
10  5 
118 

Pacific 

171 

169 

166 

160 

150 

121 

111 

United  States 

13U 

132 

130 

125 

122 

IOC 

79 

75 

1/     indexes  for  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  not  shown  because  of  lack  of  comparable 
Census  benchmark  data  for   farm-oioerator  families  living  on  Indian  reservations. 
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Table  2  .-Percentage  changes  in  the  index  of  farm-operator  family 
level-of -living  by  States,  1950  to  19  5U 


State  and 

:   Percentage 

4 

State  and           s 

Percentage 

geographic 

:    changes 

i 

gec-grapnie         : 

char 

iges 

division 

s   19 p0  to  19 $h 

• 

division,            '• 

195C 

)  to  195k 

Percent 

►  • 

►  « 

Percent 

Maine 

+  1,9 

• 

-    :    r 

Kentucky 

+ 

17  A 

New  Hampshire 

+  U.O                ! 

: 

Tennessee 

+ 

23c8 

Vermont 

+  2.2             \ 

• 

Alabama 

+ 

20.5 

Massachusetts 

+  3.3            ! 
+  5*1 

: 

• 

Mississippi 

+ 

26*6 

Rhode  Island 

East  South  Central 

+ 

21,0 

Connecticut 

+  6,-,  2             i 

* 

a 
« 

Arkansas 
Louisiana 

+ 
+ 

New  England 

+    3oO                  ! 

18,7 

28o6 

New  York 

+  3.7            i 

: 

Oklahoma 

■+ 

lUcl 

,    New  Jersey 

+  5c6 

• 

Texas 

+ 

7ol 

Pennsylvania 

+  5.3            ! 

: 

West  South  Central 

+ 

12,2 

Middle  Atlantic 

+  h.3            : 

Montana 

+ 

8,6 

Ohio 

+    5o5                       1 

♦ 
« 

I  daho 

j. 

ItX 

Indiana 

+  5.6 

.t 

Wycming 

+ 

7*9 

Illinois 

+  6,6 

J 

Colorado 

+ 

h.9 

Michigan 

+  5cU           i 

• 
* 

New  Mexico 

H       • 

Wisconsin 

+  Ll30 

Arizona 
Utah 

Nevada 

+ 
+ 

y 

Eas-c  North  Central 

+  S,6 

f.8 

0o8 

Minnesota 

+  6o7 
+  3c9 

5     • 

1      « 

»      « 
»       • 

Mountain 

+ 

IS 

Iowa 

Missouri 

+13aU 

!! 

Washington 

+ 

8.1 

North  Dakota 

+  9.3           J 

Oregon 

+ 

6,9 

South  Dakota 

+12  e0                   ! 
+10  e  6 

+  7c9 

California 

+ 

$-9 

Nebraska 

Pacific 

+ 

6,7 

Kansas 

West  North  Central 

+  8o2 

United  States 

+ 

10.2 

Delaware 

+  5.5 

Maryland 

+  7.2 

Virginia 

+12*.  7 

West  Virginia 

+13o2 

North  Carolina 

+20»U 

South  Carolina 

+2l*.U 

Georgia 

+21.3 

Florida 

+11  a0 

:  : 

South  Atlantic 

+18.3 

l/    Indexes  for  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  not  shown  because  of  lack  of 
comparable  Census  benchmark  data  for  farm-operator  families  living  on 
Indian  reservations. 
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